Brief revievsr. - The technique and interpretation of such patterns .was then the subject of study of a number of workers [3] . The preparation of colloid for these studies has been described in some detail by Elmore [4] who recommends a suspension of magnetite, ground to colloidal dimensions, peptized with hydrochloric acid and protected by one per cent of soap; an improvement on his technique has recently been developed and will be published soon. Electrolytic polishing [4] overcomes the objectionable mechanical polishing which disturbs the surfaces.
A notable advance was made by McKeehan and Elmore [5] who first observed a well-defined pattern on a demagnetized single crystal. Figure i shows such a pattern (b) and also those patterns observed when the magnetization is directed (a) into, or (c) out of, the same portion of the surface as that shown in (b). The The interpretation of the various structures can be carried out in terms of energies of associated with domain walls, magnetic poles (magnetostatic energy), crystal anisotropy, strain and the interaction of the magnetization with the field if any be present. The theory has been summarized recently by Kittel [11] . In the next section the simpler types of structure will be discussed on this basis. The Young's modulus [12] in the direction is x 1012 ergs : cm2, the saturation magnetostriction [13] [16] , prompted an investigation of the powder patterns in areas where visible cavities occured in crystal surfaces. Two patterns observed in (IOO) surfaces have already been shown in figure 6 and they have the form predicted by Néel on purely theoretical grounds.
The energetics of this kind of pattern, as already reported [6] is as follows.
The magnetostatic (or demagnetization) energy associated with a hole [see (1) of f g. 6 [18] , has been prepared by slow cooling of the melt as described by Walker, Williams and Bozorth [19] . The surface of the crystal was cut parallel to a (0 1 1) plane so that 4 of the 8 directions of easy magnetization were parallel to the surface. The pattern and its interpretation are shown in figure 13 .
All of the theoretically expected angles between adjacent domains -180°, 109°, 71° -are observed.
It is also noticed that the domain structure is smaller than that observed on iron-silicon crystals. This difference in size may be due to the more complicated pattern that may be expected in a structure having 8 instead of 6 directions of easy magnetization and having no goo boundaries.
The effect of a magnetic field, applied parallel to the [110] 
